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Sir 

REPLY TO OFFICE ACTION 

This Reply is filed in response to the Office Action mailed on January 4, 2005. 
Applicants have made no daim amendments, and claims 1-19 thus remain pending. 

The Office Action comes after a Remand to the Examiner issued by the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences on November 30, 2004. The Board remanded this 
application to the Examiner because new grounds of rejection were raised in the 
Examiner's Answer on appeal and Appellants/Applicants would otherwise have been 
deprived of the opportunity to respond to the hew grounds of rejection. 

Summary of Recent Grounds of Rejection 

The appeal was taken from the Final Office Action issued on August 5, 2002, in 
which the Examiner rejected claims 1-3 and 6-16 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kumar et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,006.253 in view of Pang et al., U.S. 
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Patent No. 6,298,045. In the Final Office Action, the Examiner also rejected claims 4, 5, 
and 17-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kumar et aL in view of 
Skarbo eta/.. U.S. Patent No. 5,546,447, and Pepper et a/., U.S. Patent No. 5,930,700. 
In the Examiner's Answer on appeal, the Examiner rejected claims 1-14 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kumar et al. in view of Pang et aL and 
rejected claims 15-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) sis being unpatentable over Kumar et al 
and Pang et a/., further in view of Pepper et aL 

tn the January 4, 2005, Office Action, issued after the Board's remand, the 
Examiner again changed the grounds of rejection of nearly ail of the claims, in 
particular, the Examiner now rejects claims 1-4, 6-10, and 12-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) over Pang et aL The Examiner also rejects claim 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) 
over Pang et aL in view of Kumar et aL Finally, the Examiner rejects claim 5 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), although he has removed the Kumar et al. reference and relies on 
Panget aL alone. 

In this Repiy, Applicants respond to the rejections set forth In the January 4, 
2005, Office Action. To the extent that any rejections from the Final Office Action or the 
Examiner's Answer may be viewed as outstanding, Applicants refer to and incorporate 
the arguments set forth in the Appeal Brief filed on December 5, 2002, and the Reply 
Brief filed on April 28, 3004. 

Section 102 Rejections 
Claims 1-4, 6-10, and 12-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Pang etaL To anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every 
element of the claim. M.P.E.P. § 2131 (8* ed. 2001, 2nd revision May 2004). Because 
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the Examiner has not shown that Pang etaL teaches every element of claims 1-4, 6-10, 
and 12-1 9, Applicants respectfully request the withdrawal of the section 102 rejections 
and the timely allowance of these claims. 

Claim 1 recites, gmong other things, a signal routing agent in communication with 
one or more terminals being operative to receive plural iricoming calls addressed to a 
selected one of the terminals and programmed to simultaneously transmit plural line 
appearance signals that Identify origins of the incoming calls to the selected terminal. 
The. Examiner has not shown such a teaching in the reference. 

in the Office Action, the Examiner admits that "Pahg et a/, does not disclose the 
signal routing agent (processor 70) transmitting plural line appearance signals to the 
selected terminals/' (January 4 f 2005 Office Action, p. 2.) Instead, the Examiner 
alleges, 

[s]ince the processor 70 (signal routing agent) is 
programmed to display incoming calls withicaller IDs 150 
(signals identifying origins), multiple line; displays 132 (plural 
line appearance signals) on data terminal 24, therefore, it is 
inherent that the line appearance signals that displayed on 
the terminal must have been transmitted frpm the processor 
70 because processor 70 controls resources provided to 
terminals coupled to communication. 

(/d, pp. 2^3, internal citations omitted.) 

Applicants respectfully disagree. The line (displays 1 32 of Pang et al. correspond 
to telephone lines being monitored by an office attendant computer program to control 
telephony functions of an office. {Pang et a/., col. 13,; II. 59-67.) The line displays 132 
display the name, extension and/or telephone number of one or both parties to a call on 
a telephone line being monitored by a computer program. (Pang ef a/. p col. 16 r II. 32- 
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36.) Thus, the line displays of the reference correspond ito different calls between 

i 

different terminals, not plural line appearance signals that identify origins of incoming 
calls to a selected terminal. 

Furthermore, even if the line displays of the reference could be the claimed plural 
line appearance signals, something the Applicants clearty do no admit, the line displays 
In Pang et aL are displayed on computers running the ofjice attendant computer 
programs, not the selected terminal to which plural incoming calls are addressed, as 
recited in claim 1. Thus, even under the Examiner's own interpretation of the reference, 
it would not be inherent that the line appearance signals must have been transmitted 
from the processor to the selected terminal. 

Finally, the Examiner has not alleged any teaching either explicit or inherent, of 
a signal routing agent programmed to simultaneously transmit plural line appearance 
signals to a selected terminal. The Office Action simply does not address this claim 
term. Thus, for at least the foregoing reasons, it has not; been shown that Pang et aL 
teaches every element of claim 1 and the rejection of thd claim should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-4 and 6-8 depend from claim 1 and Incorporate its recitations. Thus, for 
at least the same reasons given above with respect to claim 1 , the Examiner has not 
shown that Pang et aL teaches every element of claims 2-4 and 6-8, and the section 
1 02 rejections of claims 2-4 and 6-8 should be withdraw^. 

Claim 9 recites a signal routing agent being respdnsive to receipt of computer 
network-compatible signals to identify corresponding terminals to receive the computer 
network-compatible $ignals and to transmit line appearance messages that identify an 
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origin of the Incoming call to each of the terminals. The Examiner has not shown a 

teaching of this claim element in P&ng etal 

Regarding a signal routing agent that transmits line! appearance messages that 

identify an origin of an inoomirig call to terminals, the Examiner merely cites line 

displays 132 and caller ID information 1 50 ttiat are displayed on a terminal running an 

office attendant computer program In the: reference. (Janpaiy 4, 2005 Office Action, p. 

3; Pang et a/., col. 16 ( II. 23-45.) The Examiner does riot point to any teaching that the 

line displays or caller ID information are transmitted to terminals by a signal routing 

agent Furthermore, the Examiner does not allege any teaching of a signal routing 

agent that transmits line appearance messages to terminals responsive to receipt of 

computer networfc-compatibie: signals, as recited in claim & Thus, for at least the 

foregoing reasons, it has not been shown that Pang et a/.l teaches every element of 

claim 9 and the rejection of the claim should be withdrawn. 

t • ■ : 

Claims 10 and 12-14 depend from claim 9 and incorporate Its recitations. Thus, 
for at least the reasons given above with respect to clalm|9, the Examiner has not 
shown that Pang et at. teaches every element of claims 1|0 and 12-14, and the section 
102 rejections of claims 10 and 12-14 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 15 recites a method including the steps df receiving plural incoming calls 
directed to a particular address and transmitting plural linb appearance signals that 
Identify origins of the Incoming calls to end-points associated with the address. As 
discussed above with respect to claim 1, the Examiner hks not shown a teaching in 
Pang et a/, of transmitting plural line appearance signals that identify origins of plural 
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Incoming calls directed to a particular address. For at l$asi this reason, the section 102 

rejections of claim 1 5 and its dependent claim 1 6 should be withdrawn. 



Claim 17 recites a method including the steps of 



receiving an incoming call 



addressed to a particular dialed number and transmitting line appearance signals that 

I- : j. 

identify an origin of the incoming call to terminals corresponding to the dialed number. 

As discussed above with respect to claim 1 , the Examlrfer has not shown a teaching in 



Pang et ai of transmitting line! appearance signals that 



directed to a particular dialed 



Claim 1 7 further recite* the step of accessing a configuration database to identify 



terminals corresponding to a 
shown a teaching of this step 



rejections of claim 17 and its 
The rejection of claim 
withdrawn. In particular, the 



configuration database storing attendant and attendee 
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dentify origins of incoming calls 



number; 



particular dialed number, 
in the reference. Instead 
27 of the reference that "makfcs various types of directory information available to 
users.., .{such as] names, telephone extensions, address or other personal or work 
information regarding persons or departments...." (Pdng etaL, col 1 1, II. 41-50.) The 
mere teaching of a telephone directory does not teach 
configuration database to ide itify terminals correspond 

Examiner has not explained how such a connection mi<jht be made. Because the 
Examiner has not shown a teaching of every elementof claim 17, the section 102 

i dependent claim 18 shoUljd be withdrawn 
19 undej-35 U.S.C.§10£ 



the Examiner also has not 
the Examiner cites a directory 



he step of accessing a 
hg to a dialed number, and the 



e) is incomplete and should be 



Examiner has failed to address several elements recited by 



claim 19. For example, claim 19 recites a method Indli ding the step of creating a 



relationships between respective 
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Claim 1 9 further recites the st >p of accessing the con 



a particular number corresponds to an attendant or attjEjidee terminal end-point and 
recites different steps taken If jthe number correspond* j b an attendant terminal end 
point or to an attendee terminal end-point. The Office Action makes na mention of 
these claim elements. 

Because the Examinerjhas not shown, or even d leged, a teaching of every 
element of claim 19, Applicants request the withdrawal £f its rejection under section 
T02 

Section 103 Rejection 
Office Action the Exam 



In the January 4, 2005 



U.S,<X § 103(a) over Pang et a/, and liejected claim 11 



Pang et al. in view of Kumar it ai Tojestablish a prints 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the reference or referenced 
teach or suggest each and e\ery eleniient recited in thfe 



n 



ed. 2001 r 2nd revision May 2\ )04). The Office Action floes not show a teaching or 
suggestion of every element $f claims 5 and 1 1 , and t|h|p section 1 03 rejections of these 
claims should be withdrawn 

Claim 5 depends from {claim 1. As discussed dajflve with respect to claim 1 f 

i 

Pang etal. does not disclose a signal; routing agent In 
terminals being operative to r &ceive pjlural incoming cb 

of the terminals and program ned to simultaneously trejhsmit plural line appearance 
signals that identify origins of the incoming cails to tfu| (Selected terminal, as recited by 
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not mention this step at ail. 

ion database to determine if 



|012 



sr rejected daim 5 under 35 
finder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
facie case of obviousness 
aken alone or combined, must 
claims, MP£P. § 2143.03 (8 th 
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claim 5 by virtue of its depenc ence from daim 1. Furthermore, the Examiner has not 

tipn would have been obvlqus based on Pang et ai For at 

rejection of claim 5 be 



t hi!- i 



identify an origin of the incorr Ing call to each of the 
virtue of its dependence from claim 9. Furthermore, 
Kumar et a/, cures this defec or that such a modifies 
been obvious. For at least ttfls reason, Applicants re|i 
of claim 1 1 be reconsidered \ ind withdrawn. 
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alleged that such a modificati 
least this reason, Applicants i squ est that the section ' 
reconsidered and withdrawn 

Claim 11 depends frorfi claim 9. As 
Peng et ai does not disclose a signal routing agent 
computer network-compatibk signals to identify correlpfcond 
computer network-compatibk signals and to transmitMe 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoinh amendments and rem$Kk8 



reexamination of this a\\\ ji 
Examiner should maintall 



requests reconsideration anc 
of the pending claims. If the 
request that the next Office Action be made final in oi 
of the appeal before the Boa tl of Patent Appeals an 
Please grant any exte risions of time required 
any additional required fees o our deposit account 0 
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Dated: April 5, 2005 
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